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Remarks 

Support for the amended claims and scope of the amended claims 
Examiner will immediately see that, the claims as amended are fully supported by the 
Specification as filed. Examiner will also see that the amendments affect the scope of the 
claims only to the extent required for the claims to pass muster under 35 U.S.C. 101 . 

Why claim 211 as amended cannot he interpreted as being "directed to software per 
se" 

I he abo\e application has a eontsnuatiomiii-pati ( 'sS\ 10 ?o5 424 now I S patent 
7,o l! ^ !60 Bea\cnual »S\\'t.w for pe< foimtfg LoJ/ab'Vi'tne fa<.{\ issued Apnl 3 2010 
hi an appeal in the l 424 application. The Boasd of Vppeals stmdailv te\efsed telethons 
under ^ U S C I0 1 oud ot 10* and entetc-d a new ;»jonod of selection undo ^ L SC 
10) Applicants responded b\ amending then claims to o%erconie the new ground ot 
iCjecuo>i She amendments in the pit sent application ate modeled on those made m the 
'424 application to .nerenmc the Boaid s> new <.■ round of "cject'on under ^ 1 ST JO I 
and the following discussion ss modeled on fie discussion in the 424 application 

In then leiectton of claim 21 I the BiWJ panel Lite.- the 1 ' S Patent & Ttadematk Office 
Inter tm hvamiuation fasti notions foi LxaltiatniL' Subject Matte; EhgibihU itndei ^ 
I SC s 105 \ug 2000 \ t p d y C o 0 j that document is found a Wow than titled Mibiect 
Mattel Hipbihn lest \s iucii e\annnejs mas use to deteimme whetbet the subject 
mark? o + " a claim p.is^e* music i under ^ I St 101 Application of the fiowchm to 
claim 21 1 pioceeds as follows 

1 Question: Is the claun to a pioe-ess, machine, manuhKtmc ot composition of 
mastei ' Answer: \s set lotth in claim 2 1 Ts preamble, the claim ts add tested n» 
a "3% stem tot supporting management oi a coliaboiatisc aemttv b\ peisons 
smohed theiein' which is implemented nsitm a jn^cessoi and a sum age device 
accessible to the- pioces^or'' I bete can thus be no doubt thai the claim is di tooted 
to a machine, 

2. Question: Is the claim a process claim? Answer: No, See (1 ) above. 
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3, Question: Does the claim recite a judicially recognized exception? Answer: 
No. A claim to a "system for supporting management of a collaborative activity 
by persons involved therein" which is "implemented using a processor and a 
storage device accessible to the processor" is not a claim to "an abstract idea", a 
"law of nature" or a "natural phenomenon". 

4. Conclusion: "Claim qualifies as eligible subject matter". 

Claim 211 as amended is consequently addressed to eligible subject matter under 35 
U.5.C. 101. Since that is the case, all of the claims dependent from claim 211 are 
addressed to eligible subject matter. 

Conclusion 

Applicant has amended claim 211 to overcome the BPAI's rejection of it as not directed 
to eligible subject matter and has amended the remaining claims to correct errors noted 
by Applicant and to bring them into conformity with claim 21 1 as amended. The claims 
as amended are fully supported by the Specification as filed. There being no further 
issues between Examiner and Applicant, Applicant's Attorney respectfully requests that 
Examiner allow the claims as amended and issue a Notice of Allowance. No fees are 
believed to be required for this amendment. Should any be, please charge the additional 
fees to deposit account number 50! 315. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/Gordon E. Nelson/ 

Attorney of record, 
Gordon E. Nelson 
57 Central St., P.O. Box 7S2 
Rowley, MA, 01969, 
Registration number 30,093 
Voice: (978)948-7632 
Fax: (978) 945-5550 
genelson@comcast.net 
7/9/2011 
Date 
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